AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.111 Attorney Docket No.: Q79749 

U.S. Application No. 10/773,147 

REMARKS 

Formalities 

Applicants thank the Examiner for acknowledging the claim for priority under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 19 and receipt of the certified copy of the priority document. Applicants also thank the 
Examiner for indicating acceptance of the drawings filed on February 9, 2004. 

The Examiner attaches a signed copy of the PTO-Form 1449 submitted with Applicants' 
Information Disclosure Statement of May 27, 2004. However, the Examiner has indicated that 
the references are not in conformance and were not considered by crossing out each reference 
listed on the PTO-Form 1449. In a telephone conversation on January 16, 2007, the Examiner 
stated that he did not have a copy of the second page of the IDS, on which Applicants stated that 
the references are discussed within the specification. However, this page is available on public 
PAIR, and therefore should be accessible to the Examiner. Applicants respectfully request that 
the Examiner indicate consideration of the references listed on the PTO-Form 1449 in the next 
Office Action. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) - Hoshida 

Claims 1-5 and 8-1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/0044324 to Hoshida et al. (hereinafter 
"Hoshida"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Independent Claim 1 

Independent claim 1 recites, inter alia, an optical transmission system comprising "a 
plurality of repeaters, each of which has an optical amplifier and a plurality of pumping light 
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sources, and outputs a pumping light with a different pumping wavelength spectrum to achieve a 
different gain spectrum," wherein the repeaters are located in a predetermined gain control zone. 

Applicants submit that Hoshida does not teach or suggest this feature of claim 1. Fig. 1 
of Hoshida shows that repeater stations 14-3, 14-4, ... 14-m each include two pump light sources 
21-n and 21-n+l fl| [0060]). However, repeater stations 14-1 and 14-2 only contain one pump 
light source each, and 14-m+l does not contain any pump light sources fl[ [0060]). Further, only 
repeater stations 14-1, 14-2, 14-3, and 14-m+l contain an optical signal processing part 24-1, 24- 
2, 24-3, and 24-k, respectively fl| [0064]). Each optical signal processing part 24-1, 24-2, 24-3, 
and 24-k contains an optical amplifier flf [0064]). However, repeater station 14-m does not 
contain an optical signal processing part with an optical amplifier fl[ [0068]). Therefore, Hoshida 
does not teach or suggest a gain control zone in which each repeater has an optical amplifier and 
a plurality of pumping light sources, and outputs a pumping light with a different pumping 
wavelength spectrum to achieve a different gain spectrum, as recited in claim 1 . 

Applicants submit that claim 1 is patentable over Hoshida at least by virtue of the 
aforementioned differences, as well as for its additionally recited features. Further, claims 2-5 
are dependent from claim 1. Therefore, claims 2-5 distinguish over Hoshida for at least the 
reasons given above with respect to claim 1. These claims further distinguish over Hoshida by 
reason of the additional limitations set forth therein. 

Independent Claim 8 

Independent claim 8 recites, inter alia, an optical transmission system with a plurality of 
optical amplifier repeaters and a gain control device. The gain control device includes a power 
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adjustment instruction section for "instructing an optical amplifier repeater . . . from among the 
plural optical amplifier repeaters to adjust the power of the optical amplifier repeater.' 5 Claim 8 
specifies that the gain control device is separate from the plurality of optical amplifier repeaters, 
and that the gain control device can instruct any of the optical amplifier repeaters to adjust its 
output power. 

Applicants submit that Hoshida does not teach or suggest this feature of claim 8. On the 
contrary, the optical communication system of Hoshida includes a plurality of repeater stations 
54, some of which contain a backward pumping part 63 that has a band adjusting part 73 (fflf 
[01 12] - [0115]; see Fig. 5). For each repeater station 54 with a backward pumping part 63, the 
band adjusting part 73 adjusts the output power of the pump light source 71 so that the output 
power falls within a predetermined range flflf [0119], [0124]). However, the band adjusting part 
73 within a particular repeater station 54 cannot instruct any of the other repeater stations 54 to 
adjust their output power, as required by claim 8. Therefore, Applicants submit that claim 8 is 
patentable over Hoshida at least by virtue of the aforementioned differences, as well as for its 
additionally recited features. 

Further, claims 9-1 1 are dependent from claim 8. Therefore, claims 9-1 1 distinguish over 
Hoshida for at least the reasons given above with respect to claim 8. These claims further 
distinguish over Hoshida by reason of the additional limitations set forth therein. 
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Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) - Hoshida in view of Kagi 

Claims 6 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Hoshida in view of U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/0054733 to Kagi et al. (hereinafter 
"Kagi"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Hoshida does not teach or suggest a gain control zone in which each repeater has an 
optical amplifier and a plurality of pumping light sources, and outputs a pumping light with a 
different pumping wavelength spectrum to achieve a different gain spectrum, as recited in claim 
1 . Further, Kagi fails to remedy this deficiency in Hoshida. Therefore, Applicants submit that 
claims 6 and 7 are patentable over Hoshida and Kagi, at least by virtue of the aforementioned 
differences, as well as their additionally recited features. 
Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 



23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 




istein 

Registration No. 25,665 



Date: March 20, 2007 
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